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December 9 , 1966'
Mr, tarry Miller
Sanitary Engineer In Charge
Commonwealth of Pennsylvania
Region Office III
996 South Main Street
Meadvllle, Pennsylvania l6;';5

Dear Larry:

We have carefully reviewed the report of the survey made
of our effluents and lake -Erie on September 26,'1966. Thank
you for sending ua a copy as covered In your letter of November
14, 1966 to Dr. Jackson". I would like to comment In detail on
the report. The points discussed are generally those covered
In the cpnference held In your office on October 31, 1966
before the report was completed.

We appreciated the chance to participate with you In the
sampling program so that we could run our own determinations on
the various samples. You will recall that on completion of
the sampling, the'effluent samples were divided with a portion
being retained by Hammormlll and the remainder being sent to
Harrlsburg for analysis. Sampling from the boat In the lake
was carried out Independently. The samples taken by us on each
traverse were kept separate no that we have two samples
representing each sample station. Your samples from the second
traverse were combined with those taken on the first traverse
so that you have only one sample representing each sample station.

We have compared our analyses of these samples with the
results shown In your report ol' November 3, 1966 and would like
to point out several instance!; of Important, disagreement.
Our tests made on the five effluent samples are shown In Table
I. Our tests made on the samples taken from the lake are shown
In Table 2. Comparisons between our tests and those reported
by you are shown In Tables 3 and 4.

Referring to Table 3 you will note that some of the
differences are minor and might be accounted for by aging of
the samples-or by differences In analytical technique or Inter-
pretation. However, we feel that something must be wrong In
the reported turbidity of 5000 and suspended solids of 2480 me/liter
In the sample of concentrated spent liquor for deep well disposal.
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-^ Our portion of the sample was entirely free from any turbidity
r or suspended matter and it remained that way until discarded

several weeks later. We suspect that the dark color of this
solution, was measured as turbidity and that the Goooh filter
was not properly washed In the suspended solids determination.
We cannot tolerate any suspended matter In this liquor as it
would soon block the porous strata into which we arc pumping.
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Since we are all greatly concerned with the effect of
our effluents on the condition of the lake we were dismayed
by the portion of the report dealing with the lake samples. The
report stresses the dissolved oxy^n uesvs made by the V.'inklor
method and (except for thc-lr Inclusion in •- ;.:ible) makes no
reference uo the dissolved oxygon testc ::ido with a galvanic
cell by Mr1. Crick. We are sure that you .".re well aware of the
serious errors inherent in the Winkler -cat in the presence of
pulping wastes but would like to quote from the eleventh edition
of "Standard Methods for the Examination of Water and Waste
Water", pase 313:

"....The- error with samples containing 0.25$
, by volume.1 of digester waste from the manu-

facture of sulflte pulp may amount to 7-8
mg/1 D.O....."

It Is ge'ntrally accepted that galvanic cell measurements
are valid to determine dissolved oxygen In the presence of
pulping waste. Thus, the minimum dissolved oxygen was 7.0 nig/l
no!; j, n\) reported-.

The map In the report does not accurately cover the area
Involved. Figure 1 Is a tracing of U. S. Lake Survey Chart
No. 332 (1959), the U. S. Army, Corps of Engineers. You will
note that the GE Pishing Club is actually located at approxi-
mately 42° 9.7' latitude and 80° 1.71 longitude instead of 42°
10. 5 ' latitude and 79° 59. 8' longitude as Indicated on your map.
Your map, Indicating a distance of about 3 miles between our
outfall and Pour Mile Creek Instead of the more accurate dis-
tance of about 1,6 miles implies a much greater area than was
actually covered.

In comparing your tunes on the lake samples with our
uesi;s and taking Into consideration that the samples were tukun
Independently from opposite aides of the boat and not always
a'c exactly the same depth, we find excellent agreement for
dissolved oxygen by the galvanic cell method, color, turbidity,
alkallnliiyand BOD. We question the low p_H values reported on
these samples, particularly the value of 6.1 on the sarnie from
the Chestnut Street intake. The city water department records
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show a pH of 8.1 at that time. We also find it difficult to
believe that the suspended solids were 90 ppm or over In half
of the samples when the maximum turbidity reported was only
10 ppm. .That these determinations must be In error can be shown
by a comparison of the dissolved solids In these samples calculated
by subtracting the reported suspended solids from the total
solids.

We cannot agree that the collfoi'tii concentrations found
in some of the lake aamplos coald 'us attributed to our effluents.
Our sanitary wassws arc' c.ollectoci in a Komplesoly separate
sswage system and transferred fi"o;;i our lift station to i.he
oi';y sev:er. W« have had biis^ieriGliijvlual 'sxaiiiiiiationa made on
our effluent for several years. '//•»• are r.v/aro of the high coil-
form count aomettea found In -.he paper mill effluent and
suspected that the count .lr. "he wood room «ffliior.t might also
be high. However when uhujc, ot'fluerua mix with the pulp mill
effluent of low pH the coli.'.'ori;) 'aimU/i-la are destroyed. Col.1-
form costs made on sample!/ uaken from our outfall generally
show sero or very low counts , We believe that the close
proximity of the city sawar f.utfall "o this area accounts for
i.h« i'.respnoe of the hlreh ooli^oJiinTnnijijntratiQn. We believe
that the- iny»_ •ihgp.'K'-'iH H™ r>.n\\r>t>.i> of collforin bacteria In our
mill. We often find counts ac high as 11000/100 ml in air ys.\i

Tests made on tht' outfall on November 1'4, 21 and

O

Q'.\'i in'ivo I'hown counts of 0, 3 and 9 MPW per 100 ml respectively,
W'.' will uend you r, complete report; on our tasting program when
more da:.;a hui: been obtalnrid. We have dla«usued this with several
i.'Xpi.i'i. bucUfji'lGloEists and all agree that tho source of the coll-
form iiiioturla la the lake water and that o\tr paper mill rivratenL <^> t
provides the, proper environment for theJ.ir..fflultlBliL£aMgn_.

We appreciate the opportunity to examine your report
and hope that our comments will help to promote better agreement
between us in future surveys.

Very truly yours,

HAMMEHMILL PAPER COMPANY

bat R. W. Brown
Attachment.1; Director of Central Research


